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SUMMARY 


Since 1962, the "Five Year Force Structure and Financial Pro- 
gram'' has provided the Secretary of Defense with a means for effect- 
ing organized direction and control over the peacetime activities 
of the uniformed services. Prior to the advent of this instrument, 
proposed programs did not have to be so comprehensively and pre- 
cisely defined and they did not have to be costed in minute detail 
to be included in the President's Budget. While this situation 
undoubtedly left much to be desired in terms of today's more sophis- 
ticated management practices, the services enjoyed relative £lexi- 
bility in executing their programs. When unanticipated emergencies 
developed for which monies had not been specifically provided, they 
could usually be financed by "savings" made in executing programs 
or by diverting funds from lower priority programs which were either 
eliminated or curtailed. In those instances when the requirement 
For funds was significant, supplemental appropriations could be 
requested of Congress. Today, unanticipated emergencies continue 
to be financed in essentially the same manner, but since the esti- 
mates are much more precise, the "savings" From executed programs 
are usually of a much smaller magnitude, if they exist et all. 
Because of this Situation and the frequency with which emergencies 
such as Berlin, Cuba and Vietnam have occurred during the past 
three years, there has been concern expressed by many persons that 
ehe “Five Year morce Structure and Financial Program is notedde— 
quate for dealing with similar eruptions that are bound to occur in 
Pie Enture. Sle se persona mcontendmGhal since ene INS etmcuem rs 
structured to manage peacetime activities, Lt is too rigid to cope 
with wars of any magnitude. They further contend that if the 
instrument is to be used for dealing with limited wars, then a 
separate program should be established For that purpose. Under- 
lying these contentions is the belief that if a separate program 
ls established there will be a better opportunity for obtaining 
resources greater than those now provided. The purpose of this thesis 


Ps £O G€Xamine Ehese contentions. 


An analysis of the "Five Year Force Structure and Financial 
Program" and the major events included in the budgeting process 
reveals that a separate program for limited war, in itself, will 
not assist the Army in obtaining additional resources. On the 


contrary, since there is no meaningful basis for determining forces 
reductions might be made by higher 


required only for limited war, 
Pewany severe, 


authorities if forces so designated are overstated, 
the AOR etme ae of Separate forces for limited war could impair 


the Army's flexibility in responding to other threats. 
This thesis concludes by stating that a separate program should 


not be established for Limited war and that whenever it is necessary 
to focus attention on limited war requirements, this objective can 


Vv 





be achieved by specifically identifying pertinent activities within 
the current spectrum of “The Five Year @Porce Structure and minanera 
Programe. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 


The election of the late President John F. Kennedy and the 
appointment of Mr. Robert S$. McNamara asmsecretary of Defense [ed 
to significant changes in the budgetary practices of the military 
services. Upon taking office in January 1961 the President instructed 
Ehe Secretary soe, DeEense one 
lL. Develop the force structure necessary to our military 
forces without regard to arbitrary budget ceilings; and, 
2. Procure and operate this force at the lowest possible 
SOSE 
In dealing with this formidable task, the Secretary of Defense 
in conjunction with his Comptroller, Mr. Charles J. Hitch, developed 
a decisionmaking process based upon the concept set forth in a book? 
which the comptroller coauthored prior to his appointment. Funda- 
mentally. this process focuses upon detailed cost estimates and 
provides for military alternatives to be evaluated in terms of 
their economic characteristics, The end product of this decision- 
making process is identified officially as the 'Five Year Force 


Structure and Financial Program." 


lus Congress, House, Subcommittee of the Committee on Depart- 


ment of Defense Appropriations, Hearings, Department of Defense 
goa pE lations for 1963, 87th Congress, 2nd Session, 1962, p. 4. 

Charles J. Hitch, and Roland N. McKean, The Economics of 
Defense in the Nuclear Age, Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard 
Wnivers@rtey bress, 1963, p. 422. 
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THE FIVE YEAR FORCE STRUCTURE AND FINANCIAL PLAN 


Tying together the numerous and often heterogeneous forces and 
activities of the military services, the "Five Year Force Structure 
and Financial Plan" (hereinafter referred to as "The Five Year Pro- 
gram'') is mission oriented. In this regard, as suggested by their 
titles, the individual programs which comprise the ''Five Year Pro- 
gram" are structured to reflect the purposes and objectives of the 
different military forces and to categorize the activities which 
augment and provide for thelr support: 

Program I - Strategic and Retaliatory Forces 

Program II - Continental Air and Missile Defense Forces 
Program III - General Purpose Forces 

Program IV - Sealift and Airlift Forces 

Program V - Reserve and Guard Forces 

Program VI - Research and Development 

Program VII - General Support 

Program IX - Military Assistance 

Paramount among its many purposes, the "Five Year Program," 
provides the Secretary of Defense with a means for direction and 
control of the peacetime activities of the uniformed services. By 
providing a framework for translating plans into specific objectives 


and courses of action and by setting forth alternatives which permit 


The Army Program Manual, Headquarters, Department of the Army, 
Office of the Adjutant General, 17 Jun. 1963, p. 2-1. 
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a meaningful allocation of available wesources, Ehe Five Yearseno— 
gram’ enables the Secretary to Look at the defense effort as a 
whole, to establish priorities in terms of the total program, and 

to make timely and effective management decisions which maintain 
balance among all elements within the military spectrum. Stated 
more succinctly and with a different focus, the "Five Year Program" 
provides the bridge between military plans and resource allocations. 
It serves as a basis for developing the military estimates that are 
included in the President's Budget and for justifying those esti- 
mates to hagher authorlLeies, 

To be sure, the '"Five Year Program" and the system by which it 
is maintained are having a slLgnificant impact upon the budgeting 
Peactices of thewindivikival services. In this regard ehe writer 
has observed that military and civilian personnel alike are being 
inereasingly challenged by the need to identify and defend proposed 
programs in terms of detailed cost estimates and meaningful alter- 
natives, ‘In developing estimates, costs must be projected over a 
five year period and be identified in terms of research and deve lop- 
ment, initial investment, and operational requirements.> Proposals 
which are not adequately supported have little chance of being 
approved, And, even when proposals are so supported they frequently 


are not approved unless they are of sufficient priority to warrant 


4 Department of Defense Instructions 7045.1, DOD Programming 
pyoeeme 0 Oct. 1964 pp. l=11., 
iid, pp. l-2. 








an allocation of the monies that are expected to be made available 
for irsfeanee., © In this regard, the writer believes Army proposals, 
in general, are better prepared than ever before; however, unless 
Ehey relate to the war in Vietnam or to Strategic Considerations 


they usually are not approved. 


CAUSE FOR CONCERN’ 


Prior to the advent of the "Five Year Program" proposed pro- 
grams did not have to be so comprehensively and precisely defined 
and they did not have to be costed in minute detail to be included 
in che President's Budget. While this situation undoubtedly left 
much to be desired in terms of today's more sophisticated manage- 
ment practices, the services enjoyed relative flexibility in 
executing their programs. When unanticipated priority requirements 
developed, such as emergencies in Lebanon or Laos, for which monies 
had not been specifically provided, these requirements could usually 
be financed by "savings" made in executing programs or by diverting 
funds from lower priority programs which were either eliminated or 
curtailed. In those instances when the requirement for funds was 


Significant, supplemental appropriations could be requested of 


SWriter's discussions with key personnel at the decisionmaking 
Vevel within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, LO Dec. 1965. 

The data included under this heading, except as otherwise 
indicated, are the writer's beliefs based upon his experience on 
the Army Staff and in the Army Materiel Command during the period 
December 1960 thru June 1965. The writer also believes that these 
data reflect the general concensus of those persons interviewed in 
preparing this study. 








Congress, Today, unanticipated priority requirements continue to 


be Financed in essentially the same manner, but since estimates are 


much more precise, the "savings" from executed programs are usually 


of a much smaller magnitude, if they exist at all. Because of this 
situation and the frequency with which emergencies such as Berlin, 
Cuba and Vietnam have occurred during the past three years, there 


has been concern expressed by many persons that the "Five Year 


Program" is not adequate for dealing with similar eruptions that are 


bound to oceur in the future. An early expression in this regard 


was made by Secretary Hitch:® 


In the limited war sphere accomplishments have been less 
impressive (i.e., in the Five Year Program). We have 
made a good deal of progress on some facets of the 
general problem - tactical aircraft, non-nuclear air- 
Crabby Mun Evone dial thteand Seq lilt. amanemo clei. 

We have also made a good start on the analysis of 
requirements for ground forces, Army procurement and 
support aircraft. But I would be less than candid if 

I did not tell you that we have a long ways to go on 
these problems, 


While Secretary Hitch's concern was focused essentially on the 
work yet to be done in improving the scope and content of the basic 


' the concern 


programs which comprise the "Five Year Program,' 
expressed by certain persons in the Army is substantially different. 
These persons contend that since the "Five Year Program" is structured 


to manage the peacetime activities of the uniformed services it is 


too rigid to cope with wars of any magnitude. They further contend 


8char les J. Hitch, "Plans, Programs and Budgets in the Depart- 
ment of Defense," Operations Research, Jan.-Feb. 1963, pp. L-1l/. 








that if the “Five Year Program" is to be the principal instrument 
for dealing with limited wars, then a separate program should be 
established for that purpose. Underlying these contentions is the 
belief that if a separate program is established for limited war, 
there will be a better opportunity for identifying requirements and 


for obtaining resourees greater than those now provided. 
TOPIC FOR RESEARCH 


Since the close of World War II the writer has continuously 
engaged in some aspect of military management relating to personnel, 
logistics, and financial resources. During this period, he has 
performed duties involving programs and budgets within the Army 
General Staff at the Department of the Army, and within the head- 
quarters of major commands in the United States and in overseas 
areas, Because of this experience and an intense interest in the 
"Five Year Program," the writer became especially interested in 
dealing with the contention that limited war should be programmed 
separately. In exploring this matter, his interest was particularly 
stimulated by the fact that the contentions were found to be con- 
troversial at the highest levels of military management. For these 
reasons, the writer concluded that he would examine this contro- 
versy by dealing with the research question which is the title of 
this study: Should Limited War be Programmed Separately? 

In selecting this question and in making the study which 
follows, the writer wishes to make it abundantly clear that the 


value judgments he expresses are not criticisms of higher authorities 
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or that he regards himself as possessing the solution to this serious 
matter. However, he hopes that by placing the issue in perspective 
and by expressing his own conclusions, he may make some contribution 


im dealing with the Financing of Vimitedmwane 
DEFINITION OF LIMITED WAR 


For the purpose of this study, the term "Limited war" is con- 
sidered to encompass low and mid-intensity warfare as defined by 


the Chief of Staff, United States Army. This definition is reflected 


at the »#eginning of Chapter 2, 
SOURCES OF DATA 


The data used in making this study were obtained from committee 
hearings, reports, and enactments of the United States Congress; 


from official records, directives and regulations; and, from other 


material dealing with the subject. The principal sources of these 


fata are reflected in the bibliography. Data were also obtained by 
personal interviews with key personnel within the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense and the Department of the Army. For obvious 


reasons, it would be inappropriate and infeasible for these persons 


to be identified, 
ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY 


In the next chapter we shall examine the "Five Year Program" 
as it pertains to the Army and determine what would be involved in 
establishing a separate program for Limited war. Based upon our 


ik 











findines we Shall turn our atrecnEetonmineCmapter .bo sthewpudces 
process and to the Army's basic appropriations. Here we shall set 
the framework for examining the probabilities of obtaining greater 
resources it limited war is programmed separately. Finally, in 
Chapter 4 we shall analyze the programming controversy and answer 
the research question and suggest courses of action which should 


lead to an improved capability for financing Limited war. 








CHAPTER 2 
THE FIVE YEAR PROGRAM - ITS SPECIFIC APPLICABILITY TO LIMITED WAR 


Before we endeavor to evaluate the contentions expressed by 
proponents on both sides of the controversy as to whether there 
should be a separate program for Limited war, let us identify that 
portion of the spectrum of warfare which is at issue. Im a speech 
at Fort Bliss, Texas, on March 22, 1965, General Harold K. Johnson, 
Chief of Staff, United States Army cited three types of conflict 
and the basic Army missions pertinent to each. 


First, nuclear war or high-intensity wartare, which 
involves the application of the most modern military 
technology in maneuver, firepower (and here I include 
nuclear and other advanced weapons), intelligence and 
command, As long as the United States, as the most 
powerful of the free nations, maintains pre-eminence 
in this capability there is no possibility that the 
present deterrent to Communist challenge will be 
eroded, 


Second, conventional war or mid-intensity warfare, 
which involves a capability to Fight successfully 

for limited objectives under definitive policy 
limitations as to the extent of the destructive power 
that can be employed or the extent of the geographical 
area that might be involved. 


Third, stability operations or low-intensity wartare, 
which involve actions to establish, regain or maintain 
control of land areas threatened by guerrilla action, 
revolution, subversion or other tactics aimed at 
initial takeover. This mission may require direct 
employment of United States combat forces alongside 
allied forces or it may require United States advice 


Becta K. Johnson, Landpower Missions Unlimited, Speech 


delivered at the Civilian Aides Conference, Fort Bliss, Texas, 
m Mar. L965. 








and combat suppore for allied ioreecein thce i oun: 

individual Army advisors and small supporting units 

such as we now are furnishing in Vietnam, 

For purposes of this study we shall embrace the spectrum of 
warfare described by the Chief of Staff and we shall hold that low- 
eieenisity Warfare and mid-intensity warinreseomstitute that portion 


cd 


of the spectrum which is at issue. 
SHARPENING THE CONTROVERSY 


Since the "Five Year Program" currently identifies forces, 
materiel and facilities for coping with all types of conflict, we 
shall sharpen the controversy by determining the included programs 
that would have to be modified if a separate program were established 
for limited war. In proceeding with this determination we shall 
eliminate “Program I - Strategic Retaliatory Forces" and "Program 
IX - Military Assistance" from our consideration, since the Army 
has no programming responsibilities for either of these programs. 
And, we shall examine the remaining programs, in turn, based upon 
their ascending applicability to limited war. The first program 


Merci Merits Our attention its Program [1. 
PROGRAM II - CONTINENTAL AIR AND MISSILE DEFENSE FORCES 


As suggested by its title, this program encompasses those 


forces that are identified with weapon svstems, warning and 


2rhe Army Program Manual, Headquarters, Department of the Army, 
Mitiee Of the Adjutant General, 1/7 Jun. 1963, p. 2-4. 
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communication networks, and ancillary equipment that detect, 
identify, track and destroy unfriendly forces approaching the 
North American Continent. More specifically, this program includes 
Civil Defense and those forces that are assigned to Headquarters of 
the Army Air Defense Command and its subordinate organizations which 
are responsible for operating surface-to-air missile systems such 
as the Nike-Hercules and the Missile Master.> 

Because of their well defined mission, the forces included in 
this program are not engaged in any activity that is peculiar to 
limited war. For this reason, we shall eliminate this program from 


further consideration since it is not pertinent to the controversy 


being examined in this study. 
PROGRAM IV - AIRLIFT AND SEALIFT FORCES 


Of all Army programs, this program has the most limited scope 
mr Chat it pertains only to the operation of CONUS and overseas 
ports, port facilities and related sub-installations which provide 
for cargo and passenger Ecaneehtemenes. Because of their very 
mature, however, the activities included in this program have a 
vital role in national defense at all times and they are not sus- 
ceptible to being fragmented for identification with a particular 
type of conflict. By recognizing this significant characteristic, 


there can be no doubt that this program is not germane to the con- 


maversy We are CXamilning. 


3Ibid. , p. 2-4. 
ae 13. 
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PROGRAM V_- RESERVE AND GUARD FORCES 


The forces included in this program consist of Army Reserve 


and Army National Guard personnel who are not on active duty but 


who receive pay for their drill and other training. Fundamentally, 


these forces are organized and maintained to provide a reservoir 


of trained units and individuals that are available for active duty 


in the event of national emergency. While these forces may be 


ordered to active duty as they were during the crises in Berlin and 


Cuba to deal with limited war situations, their primary missions 


are oriented to the air defense of the United States and to conflicts 


which have escalated to intensities of general conventional or 


5 


nuclear war. 


In view of the preceding and because these forces are composed 


Wes individuals whose call to 


active duty can be effected only by 


Sie President and the Congress, there is sufficient evidence that 


these forces are not intended to be used over protracted periods in 


pursuing Limited wars. Based upon this evidence we shall conclude 


G@iat Program V¥V should not be 


unit with a separate program 


PROGRAM VII - 


The numerous Activities 


Support the entire Army on a 


Eoid... pp. Japa Na a Dae 


modified to identify any individual or 


for limited war. 


GENERAL SUPPORT 


which are encompassed in this program 


world-wide basis. Because of their 


2 








heterogeneous nature they have been structured into several broad 
categories: individual training and education; intelligence and 
security; communications; logistical support; medical services; 
command and general support; the Defense Atomic Support Program; 
Office of the Secretary of Defense support; and, Industrial Funds. 
Normally these activities are CONUS based or they are centrally 
administered. 

With very few exceptions, the activities included in this pro- 
Seam Cannot be singularly identified with any type Vor veonftlict: nor 
can they be meaningfully fragmented for that purpose. To illustrate 
this situation a brief examination of each broad grouping is 


appropriate, 
INDIVIDUAL TRAINING AND EDUCATION 


Basically, individual training embraces three broad categories: 
(1) Basie recruit and replacement training which is conducted at 
training centers and stations; (2) career training which emphasizes 
Mertcary doctrine, strategy and tactics: and (3) special skill train- 
ing in fields such as missile maintenance, aircraft mechanics, 
electronic equipment repair, financial management, languages, and 
the operation of eee ales and intricate weapons and equipment 
of the modern Army. While part of this training is obtained from 


mryitian educational institutions, the vast majority is’ accomplished 


Stbid., p. 2-45. 
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within the Army service schools and colleges that provide resident 


List puc & lou 
INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY 


The Army Attache System and the Army activities engaged in 
central intelligence and in collecting and disseminating information 
for internal and induStrial security ape coverca by this grouping. 
Also, this grouping includes the Army's mapping and geodesy activities 
which produce and distribute maps, map auxiliaries, geodetic data 


and other Engineer intelligence studies.°® 
LOGISTICAL SUPPORT 


The activities included in this grouping may be structured 
into three smaller units: (1) those that supply the Army; (2) 
those that provide for industrial preparedness; and, (3) those that 
overhaul and rebuild the Army's equipment. In the first unit, the 
supply management and procurement offices and the supply depots 
constitute the supply Lifeline to Army forces throughout the world. 
Together they catalog and determine the Army's materiel require- 
ments, and, in turn, effect their receipt, storage and issue. The 
activities in the second unit plan with private industry for pro- 
duction during mobilization and they insure that the Army's idle 


production facilities are protected and maintained for immediate 


Cppnldeeepee 22.5% 
Ibid... 2-47. 
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use when requtred. The CONUS depot maintenanee activities included 
in the final unite overhaul, repattvandemeeey equipment ene. 7c: 
ammunition, prepare maintenance publications, and Furnish technical 


assistance and engeinecring effort Eorulasemiitace maintecnancemma 


Sse ; 9 
COrrece der le lene tea. 


MEDICAL SERVICES 


The medieal and dental care of persons seuvin=oneict ivenduty, 
their dependents, and other authorized personnel are effected by 
ENcmnospltals, clinics, Waboratorics and other med lever 1c memete. 
ime luded in this grouping. When authorized care Veannot be provided 
within government facilities and treatment is accomplished in 
civilian hospitals, the Office for Dependents Medical Care makes 


: Ie 
appcoOprlacte paymene. 


COMMAND AND GENERAL SUPPORT 


The Department of the Army, headquarters of major Field 
commands, the Alternate Joint Communications Center and MAAGSs and 
Misstons are the prineipal activities which constitute this group. 
Besser aittivitiesealso tneluded ire disciplinary bamrpacic uence ruLt — 
ing, examining and induction stations (CONUS) and those which engage 


Mee Ve pEoMol Lon thle puaeince and Ehe ditsmocimemom ol seemed lis - 





cee 2 5 
OThid., p. 2-56. 
Ibid. , Dy 2-05. 
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DEFENSE ATOMIC SUPPORT PROGRAM 


This grouping is limited to the military and civilian personnel 
who pertorm operational and management functions for the Defense 


; : 12 
Atomte Support Agency. 


OFFICE. OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE oll PORT 


This grouping is also Limited to personnel who are assigned in 
Support of joint activities and agencies of the Department of Defense. 
Miénctiiied as joint activities are organizations such as =e dHeadquarters, 
Retantcic Command; Headquarters, SAC Atlantic; Headquarters =e Joiat. Fask 
Foree Eight; Inter-American Defense Board; Brazil Defense Commission; 
OSD; Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and the Inter-American 
Defense College. The Department of Defense Agencies include the 
Defense Communications System; the Defense Supply Agency; and the 


: L3 
Defense Intelligence Agency. 


INDUSTRIAL FUNDS 


Army Industrial Funds are revolving funds to provide working 
eapiten! at charter@@ industrial and commercial type activities. 
mise Wlands inveially finance the production of goodseand services 
For the three military departments and other government agencies, 


and they are reimbursed when payment is made by the customer concerned. 


l2thid.. pe 2-00, 
JTbid., p. 2-60. 
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Currently Tndustrial Funds are identified at nimeteen commercial 
and industrial type activities, Four of these ACCIVLE LEGS Gee denoe 
maintenance shops which overhaul and repair materiel; two are 
Laboratories performing researeh and related tunettions on chemical 
and biological agents, and on fuses and intelligence devices; Cwo 
are proving grounds testing delivery systems and protective Sau bp 
ment; ten are arsenals performing research and engaging in Limited 
quantity manufacturing with respeet to guided missiles, artillery, 
smill arms, ammunition, special weapons, and hazardous Die lowe aul, 
Badtological, and chemical materials; and, oné is a pretonia center 
peeducing motion pictunes, film strips, recordings and Eelevision 
prograus on military ieir iy iue Heo me 
In reflecting on the numerous and diverse activities which we 
have just discussed, we may generally conclude that they cannot be 
singularly identified with Limited war nor can they be meaningfully 
iemented for that purpose. There are, however, certain activities 
wmect could be so related. In this regard, a rather comprehensive 
Study titled "Planning and Programming Forces for Stabi ltey. Opemae ona. 
(Classified SECRET) recently completed within the Department of the 
Army reflects that the Army Intelligence School, certain MAAGs and 
missions, and the Inter-American Defense College could be candidates 
for such treatment, While the writer believes that the Army 


Imeetlipence School has a broader mission than training for Limited 


Puloeer pe 2260: 


ey 








war, he also believes that the study identifies all of the activities 


which could be ineluded in a scparatejprpeercam For Chat plirpoce, 
PROGRAM VI - RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


All of the Army's research, development, test and evaluation 
activities that relate to items which have not been approved for 
production and deployment are included in this program. To facilitate 
Bie wdeneirication and management of these aceim eres the program rs 
structured in six categories: Research; Exploratory Developments; 
Advanced Developments; Engineering Developments; Management and 
Support; and, Operational Systems Deve lopment.” Within each of 
these categories, the activities that are relatively homogeneous 
are further integrated into units called "elements". And, the works 
to be performed within each element are separately and respectively 


ijentified as projects and tasks. To illustrate this fragmentation, 
Het us briefly examine the scope of the six basic categories and Chen 


focus our attention on their respective sub-divisions to determine 


Beet, Singular applicability to Pimited war. 
RESEARCH 


The effort in this category is directed to obtaining inereased 
knowledge of natural phenomena and environment and to solving problems 


meee physical, beliavioral and social sciences Ehat have no preeise 


ares eae 
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military applieat lon. By deLini pioneer or shes Aimny sabre 
rescarch ts included in this proupiteeosswoll as that applied 
research which is directed toward the expansion of knowledge in 


L6 


Vomluous SC LOMeT) Lemateos- 
EXPLORATORY DEVELOPMENTS 


Me -sipnil tcant Characteristic Ol wence. @ronesine hided) tn EhiLs 
grouping 1s that it is oriented toward specific military problems 
with a view to developing and evaluating feasible and practical 


solutions short of major development projects. 
ADVANCED DEVELOPMENTS 


The development of hardware for experimental or operational 
Sects prov idesmenmeer8ocus for the efi orm inc ludedsinm. Ehiis seatecony., 
More specifically, the hardware dealt with in this category has 
not yet been designed or engineered for production and deployment. 
Pie VICL Arrerakt wand Elie Heavy Lift Helveopter sare specrTiLe 


18 


examples, 
ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENTS 


This yrouping tneludes those development programs for hardware 
that ts being engineered for service use but which has not been 


approved Lor procurement or operation. 


eda (p. 2-24. 
SOI >) 2-50. 
STbid., p. 2-31. 
om op. 2233. 
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MANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT 


The activities which Suppore theyaiweralr tl, coOnseriction, 
laboratories, and test ranges that are required for research and 
development use are identified in Ehis fimal erouping which is 
Permane EO™ENLS Study, The final groupies inmeeneeprorream Sstrucbunes 
"Operational Systems Development" is a memorandum account to 
accumulate cost and other data relating to research efforts included 
i OENEr programs. 

Based Upon &he above examination there can be litt lor: sam, 
doubt that the first and the last two categories are not singularly 
elated to limited war, However, when we reElect upon the titles 
of the elements included in the other three categories which are 
Fet lected in Appendix 1, there is evidence that projects peculiar 
wo Limited war veould be specifically identified wiGliimeeneirescepe. 
To the extent that such projects are so included, they could be 


withdrawn and incorporated into a separate program for limited war. 
PROGRAM IIT - GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 


All combat forces of the active Army (other than those in 
Program IL) and their command and logistical support units are 
flcnettitedmineeniseprocram according Co the missremeer secrrapiical 
Gea soewnilcnmpncysare assciyned. Ln this Eevaudeerme forces 
Meni leied will eatin misslom area are sub-diyracdeineco Cwo major 

20thid,, p. 2-42. 
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aggregations - Combatant Forces and Command and Support Forces. 
Included in thesf[irst aggregation arepbhosemiorccs white ace 
organized, equipped and trained for the express purpose of conduct- 
ing= combat “on combake Supporl operablone oan thy. these units 

are assigned to Field Armies, Corps and comparable smaller commands. 
The second aggregation is composed of Logistical and support forees 
whose missions are to furnish services, to care for the sick and 
Pounacd., co construct ‘and maintain PacLlitteseeancdmeecmacdurre, Stone: 
maintain and issuc or dispose of materiel. Also ineludéd in the 
second aggregation are administrative and command forces, which support 
unified, NATO, and other allied forces and nondefense agencies, and 
those which staff a theatre headquarters and its directly related 


72 


umes . 

SIMCG@Licehoaeeces ine luded im) Ghis program are StructuLed era 
deal with any conflict that may occur in the foreseeable Future, 
including limited war, they vary significantly in size, weaponry, 
and mobility among other characteristics. 

Witt MES TS noe practreal to identify alll of these) Eouees jand 
Bomdcal Specifically with thelr unique characteristics within the 
scope of this study, many of these differences are suggested in 
Table L which pened the types of units that are included in the 
canara Purpose Forces. 

In view of the preceding discussion, we may note that the 


manner in which the forces included in this program are structured 


2libid., p. 2-6. 
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Table 1 


Types of Units Included In General Purpose Forces (Combatant 
Forces Only) 


Diuvis.ens 





[nt ancry 

wAxcimored 

Airborne 

rechanized 
Provisional Air Mobile Units 
Bopipades 


Battalions (with missile capability) 


Ninxe Hercules 
Hawk 
MauLer 
lionest John 
: Little John 
Redstone 
COT I0 fat 
SOpmeant 
ac LOSSC 
Persians 
M1iSSile Commands : 
Special Forces 
Aviation Companies 


Other 


Army and Corps headquarters units 

Armored group headquarters 

Armored cavalry regiments 

Separate field artillery units (non-missile) 


Separ.te battalions 


ia my 
Mechanized 

Tank 

Conbdat engineer 
Srenal 


Separate companies 
Tana 


SGnoac engineer 
mirborne reconnaissance e 





22tbid,, pp. 2-7, 2-Ll1. 
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by type of organization, mission area and military capability makes 
it relatively easy for appropriate units to be designated for 
inclusion in a separate program for limited war. Likely candidates 
For stich €reatment might be certaineateemepuly ts. Lie an Giry eaind 


airborne divisions, combat engineer, signal, and antviiery  babbakions 


and units identified as special forces. At this point in the study 


we shall not pursue this matter more specifically for we shall do so 


when we deal with the research question in Chapter IV. We may con- 


clude, however, that the General Purpose Forces Program would 
probably require modification if a separate program is established 


for limited war. And, we may also conclude that Program III could 


be modified accordingly as required. 
SUMMARY 


In this chapter we have defined Limited war and we have 
sharpened the controversy underlying this study by examining all of 


the Army programs to determine the extent that they could be mean- 


ingfully modified if a separate program is established for limited 


war. As a result of this examination we have concluded that Programs 


IT, IV, and V would not require modification in that they are not 


singularly applicable to Limited war in any respect. We have also 


concluded that Programs III and VI would probably require modifications 


In Varying degrees, and that Tittle, if any, modification would have 


to be made in Program VIL. 


To proceed with this study, let us turn to the next chapter 


and examine the budget process to determine the probability of 
obtaining greater resources if limited war is programmed separately. 


Zs 








CHAPTER 3 


THE COMPETITION FOR FINANCIAL RESOURCES 


During discussions with individuals who advocate a separate 
program for limited war, the writer was impressed that their serious- 
ness of purpose stemmed from a belief that such action would enable 
Ene Army oto justify to higher auendr teteceaelecum sor agai tonal: 
resources. He was also impressed that this belief seemed to stem 
from past experiences, such as those relating to Lebanon and Laos, 
when resources had to be diverted from other purposes to deal with 
the unanticipated requirements generated by these emergencies. In 
pursuing these discussions, however, the writer became convinced 
that many of these persons possessed limited knowledge of the 
budg@eting process. Inpthis regard, they indicated a lack or 
familiarity with what is involved in translating program estimates 
into the President's Budget and in obtaining monies from the Congress 
mid TOnier itpietetUEnOLittes, “cimee | (ice water. Ss iexperlenecm™cdde 
iim to conclude that an understanding of the budgeting process as 
essential to determining whether limited war should be programmed 
separately, we shall direct our attention to this process and 


examine the events that are pertinent to this study. 
FOUR FUNDAMENTAL EVENTS 


Although the budgeting process involves numerous and detailed 
Hettcuemonethe part of many persons at all levels or command, the 


writer's experience has permitted him to conclude that there are 
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four Cundamental events at the highest levels of government which 
merit our attention: 

l, The identification of estimates ine tiie hive Year 
Program; 

2. The inclusion of estimates in the President's Budvet; 

3. The enactment of appropriations by Congress; and, 

4. The release of spending authority for executing 


approved programs. 
ESTIMATES IN THE FIVE YEAR PROGRAM 


We have already noted in Chapter 1 that the Five Year Program 
is a bridge between military plans and resource allocations in that 
it provides a framework for budget estimates a6 be projected five 
years in advance for programs that are approved by the Secretary of 
Defense. In order that these estimates may be updated and new 
programs may be included to keep pace with changing requirements, 

a formal program change control system has been established whereby 


changes to the Five Year Program can be recommended and effected at 


any time. 
PROGRAM CHANGE PROPOSALS 


Program Change Proposals (PCPs) which are the instruments used 
to update the Five Year Program may originate from any source within 
the Department of Defense. However, the vast majority of the PCPs 
that relate LorArmMy proprams are imiLttated by the Army Statt ss fo 
insure that appropriate action is taken on significant proposals, 


ws 





the Secretary of Defense has dinected@iinat FERS exceedinveeewr ain 
criteria must be submitted to his office. These criteria are known 
as "thresholds"; and, in effect, they saremupper limits on scesrs 
which cannot be exceeded without his personal approval or approval 


by his pee 
TYPES OF THRESHOLDS 


For all practical purposes, the Secretary's thresholds are 
conveniently grouped into three "cost type" categories: (1) Research 
and Development; (2) Investment; and, (3) Operating. The "Research 
and Development" category includes those costs that are primarily 
associated with the development of a new capability to the point 
where it is ready for operational use. "Investment" costs are 
those costs required beyond the development phase to introduce a new 
eapability imto operational use, “Operating” costs are recurring 
costs that are required to operate and maintain the new capability. 
The current thresholds prescribed by the Secretary are shown in 
fable 2. 

Within the prescribed limits, the Army is authorized to insti- 
tute "Below Threshold" changes to the Five Year Program. However, 
as indicated in Table 2, when the change requires resources greater 
than the total previously approved, the proposal must be submitted 


Bowche Secretary er Nis Deputy for appropriate action, 


Lpe partment ec: Derense Instruction /0455 105730 Oct] 19645). 96. 
2Tbid., p. 3. 
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INITIATION AND ROUTE OF PROGRAM CHANGE PROPOSALS 


When proposed changes are forwarded to the Secretary of Defense 
for decision, they are prepared on standard forms that require very 
detailed information. The scope of these forms and the extensive 
instructions relative to their preparation are set forth in Depart- 
ment of the Army, Chief of Staff, Regulations Wl-2 which are listed 
in the bibliography. For the reader's convenience, the type of 
essential information included in these forms is shown in Table 3. 
Atter the proposal has been@prepared, 1t music travel a long and 
winding route to obtain a decision. For example, when a proposal 
is initiated by the Army Staff the route traveled is shown in Table 


ie? 


LIKELIHOOD OF PCPS BEING APPROVED 


Notwithstanding the time and effort required to prepare and 
defend program change proposals, the proportion that are approved 
is not favorably impressive. Based upon data for calendar year 
1965 provided by the Comptroller of the Army upon the writers 
request (the latest available to the writer in preparing this study) 
104 Program Change Proposals were prepared by the Army Staff for 
review and approval by the Secretary of the Army. Of this total, 


only 51 proposals totaling $7,050,700,000 and covering a four year 


3ys Depeeorethewarmy. Orhice Of Che Ghtereore start, Chief jor 
Staff Regulations No. 11-2, Army Programs, 17 Mar. 1965. 


28 








(9injeugts v/s)- 


Ad jodpng 
°° JUSTIND Ut Suroueuty- : 
TeAoiddy dtstoads- SLE ENE RL SERRE SE 
JUSUATINDaY Isasoduey- OJT] suty ysatq- 
suot}eot{duy- S9ATLSOLqQO wozl/aotIog- 
SSurAes- (Vdli 8 Vo) : 
a ED eres Ae as $}so9 dur,erado- 
AVILIqe[tTeay (Vidd 8 SOW) ‘ 
SA $3809 4UdLIysaAUuT- 
SjusMartinbay S$31SOD G3YU- 
ARNE = ESN SCT PCE-—O sarmnaoen Azaattaqd Jo seax- 
SsuTpUuNnY Jo Ivaxe 
yonw moy pue Asuou 93y}. . SIT} T[TIeq— 
yUemA NOAA udy fy snjyeis muy- 


=a orem ae ne adueyd IojJ stseg- 
9ATIISLQO az,eutzIN- 
yUNWITY FO uotyeotztyuapy~ 


3t Zuen nod Ayer pue 
: | yuURMN -NOA Je 


LNALROD TVSOdOdd TONVHD fio ud 


€ HPO 


29 











rLisy 

Uerdorg < Teaoscdy 
ASVYg pue 

Sd}Upan MOTAY: 





ScUEP Ny 
JO UOTSTIIG 
JO ydts.0y 
ad patuouxoy 















in EE, 


aoueprne 
Io 











OIE CR RS 


UOT} epuatTO Day 


< pue 


STSAToOUY 
a al = 


USL UGLIys Ta 


[eaoisddy 
pue 
MITAIY 





ni aa 8 bi ee A net on oem gta ter Se 
Be ks asudjag ISUITIG 
jo jo jo 
SJaty) juror Azeyatioas yUDWyzIed9q 


SE LE SD 
Auly 


OU} Jo 
Aieyaroas 


TVS es! dak es 1 el 
SI LVHL TIvSodOdd HOI !.vvooud Au GiTsAVUL Lio’ 


i a? | vd ay 


Yo TEV 


_ = 





RY TE, TECITRETUE *P -: 


WWIsOL,! YSRYy 
sdzyerd. 
STS VET ee 
JIURE TN) 
Jo 
aduryy 


Sy,UdsWoTduTL 









aJueYyy) 
Tesodorg 

we ISOIg 
soivdoid 









~ 


€ the Army for subnaicsios 
to the Seceetary of Defense, Although this action by the Seczee 
tacy of the Army recognized less than 30 pessent of the Aray 


Staff's stated sequirements, the Seeretasy of Defense authorized 


1 


eniy 40 of these progosais to be included im whole or in pace in . 
the Five Year Progeaa, As shown in Table 5, the Secretary of 
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less than 103 of the amount recenmended by the Secretary of the 
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 8stimates in the President’s Bedret, @o- Althcuch we have 
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soted that much effort is expended im obtainins anprovai for 
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guarantee that any estimate eefliected ia the Pive Year Program 
will be imeiuded in the President’s Budget, Miidtary requirements . © . 
ace constontiy changing and estimates cammot be predicted Pe ce 


Caan 


accurately five years in the future, The programs to which they .. 


oI 
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relate caznst be rcarked ia meaniagful pedori 


er 


y wmtii they ace 


considered at a marticuios soint in time with reference to the 


mationel ecenemy, denestic developments, asd the threats ef the — 


. 


ternational sdtuation, Because of these and other considerations, 
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the weiter has frequently observed while seeviag om the Aray Staff 


and im the Army Materiel Command that the estimates in the Five 
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The reductions made by the Secretary of Defense are not nec- 
essarily indicative of Ehe Army s imabiliiy to defend 7 te mequ1 ce — 
ments. Instead, they are primarily due to the manner in which the 
total defense budget 1s determineds | Moce specit teal ly sdunine 
recent discussions with key personnel within OSD, the writer ¢aimed 
the distinct impression that the amounts approved for the Army were 
based primarily on the force structure authorized the Army ees 
authorization is established following the Secretary of Defense's 
analysis of Programs I, [Il and LII, in terms op the imternageronal 
Caneat and other consid@rations, and his determination sotwencmece aL 
forees required during the budget year, Inethes <Seean the writer 
Bained the impression that after the resources TequiTpedetonemain— 


taining these forces were determined, the funds to be allocated 


among the remaining programs which support these forces were 
approximated in terms of an order of magnitude, based upon reasoned 
judgments as to the relative cost that should be attributed to such 
support. In reflecting upon these impressions, the writer believes 
that they meaningfully explain why reductions are made in the Army's 
and why certain programs have to be eliminated or curtailed 


estimates 


(eGoedine CO bhelr prioriley in the Cotal derenscwer sana, 
ENACTMENT OF APPROPRIATIONS BY THE CONGRESS 


The reductions made in the Army's estimates by the Secretary 
Of Defense are usually followed by reductions made by Congress, [In 
Table 7, the actions taken by Congress on the President ‘s Budget For 
the Tiseal years 1962 through 1966 are retlccted for the Army .o five 


35 





TAB EE 


CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON ARMY BUDGET 
FLSCAL YEARS 1962 THRU 1966 
($ in Thousands) 


Amounts Allowed b Actually 


House of Rep] | Senate | Appropriated 


President's 
Appropriation Budget 











PEMA 
FY 1962 2,564,000 1,991,360 2.543 ,642 VAN ey) 
1963 2,555,000 2,500,000 2,555,000} 2,520,000 
L964 3,202 ,000 2,958,894 2,931,094 2,931,094 
1965 2,081,000 1,958,400 1,958,400 1,958,400 
1966 2,035,900 2,018,600 2,017,600 2,017,600 
RDTSE ,A 
FY 1962 1,205 ,400 1,202,700 1,203,700 1,203,200 
1963 1,329,000 1,317,000 1,323,000 1,319,500 
1964 1,469,900 eae. Well 1,391,141 86. lon 
1965 1,397,000 1, 340,000 1,340, 000 1,340,000 
1966 1,464,300 1,432,700 1,432,700 1,432,700 
MCA 
FY 1962 194,977 147,450 76 eo 157,934 
ees DAV, BV 199,478 ioeeces 181,272 
1964 221,164 200,293 207,070 200 , 646 
1965 4.08 , 000 311,200 314,000 306,500 
1966 448,900 327,200 339,500 330,900 
MPA 
FY 1962 3,697,000 3,202,000 3,737,000] 3,697,000 
ees 3,733,000 3,643,300 3,643,300] 3,643,300 
1964 3,885 ,000 3,785,000 3,785,000] 3,785,000 
1965 4,306 , 000 4,306,000 | 4,306,000] 4,306,000 
1966 4,342,600 4,336,000 |} 4,332,300] 4,332,300 
O&M , A 
FY 1962 3,716,000 3,330,460 Sean || 3. 7354710 
1963 3,402 ,000 3,403,345 3,411,845 3,408 , 345 
1964. 3,395 ,200 3,361,000 3,375,643 2 AS (0 I 
1965 3,463,000 3,429,000 3,444,000] 3,439,000 
1966 3,379,100 3,475,200 3,483,600| 3,483,600 
l2tbid, 
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major appropriations, As will be noted, the Senate usually approves 
a preater amount than the House of Representatives; and, after 
conberenee, the amount that is finally appropriated is somewhere 
between the two. During discussions with key personnel in the 
O£FFice of the Comptroller of the Army the weiter learned thaeeehe 
increased amount enacted for the O&M,A appropriation in FY 1962 
aneeryY 6sewas used primarily to £ it@mee costs seencratcda sens 
Ber binges is, 

Since the appropriations enacted by Congress are structured on 
a Functional basis which is substantially at variance from the mission 
Serlented Components of the Five Yenr Program, abr lereexami nal ronal 


each appropriation may be useful to the reader. 
PROCUREMENT OF EQUIPMENT AND MISSILES, ARMY (PEMA 


The procurement from private contractors and the production in 
government arsenals of major items of combat and support equipment 
ame financed by the PEMA appropriation. In addition, this appro- 
Priation finmences the acquisition of major parts for Supportim: ene 
equipment when it is in use; the industrial facilities necessary to 
produce that equipment: and, the major modification of older equip- 
ment where such modernization will preclude the procurement of new 
items. The materiel categories covered by this appropriation are 


aircraft; aircraft replenishment and spare parts; missiles and spare 


13 The Budget of the United States Government for the Fiscal 
Year Ending June 30, 1966: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washingeom,.D.G- 
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parts; weapons and combat vehicles; tactical and support vehicles; 
communications and electronic equipment; ammunition; other support 
; Se 14 
equipment; and production base Support. 
Although monies are not separately appropriated for each line 
item of equipment included in the request for PEMA funds, Congress 
reviews the ''shopping list" accompanying the request and approves 


specific quantities and amounts for each item in determining the 


magnitude of monies to be appropriated. 


RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY (RDT&E ,A) 


The Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Army appro- 
priation provides the principal support of Army activities engaged 
in research, exploratory development, and the development of new 
weapons and equipment. In addition, the appropriation finances 
the procurement of items under development for test and evaluation, 
and the operation and maintenance of research Laboratories and 
testing facilities. The functional categories included in this 
appropriation are: military sciences; aircraft, missiles, military 
astronautics and their respective related equipment; ships, small 


craft, ordnance, combat vehicles and their related equipment; other 


nS 


equipment; and program-wide management and Support, 


LS Army Regulations No. 3/-100-66, Financial Administration, 


Tiewriy eMenareemene  olructure (Fiscal Codey iy sipiress7O5,, Chap. 6, 
Poatdeerercinap.. 7 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY (MCA) 


The acquisition, construction, mStation and came meot 
public works, military installations and@racili tiles fon thew nn 
are financed by the MCA appropriation. ~ [nev runct tonal categories 
included in Chis appropriation are major construction; minor con- 
SEructton, planhine. ands supporting actly teres. 

Like the PEMA and RDITSE,A approprlatlons inc MCA aperopre lt aclon 
is line item orlented inethat each construchrongprojccesteceviirc! 
monies are appropriated is specifically identified. Unlike these 
two appropriations, however, monies are appropriated for each con- 
struction project only after the project has been authorized by 
separate legislation. (Two exceptions need to be made regarding 


this last stacement: (Cl) prior author izationwrgneconct ruc eon nro- 
nects. relat tiga emervencies such as those in Vietnam is not 


required; and ja(2)eprrtor authorization 1s a equrred@eonealrer tee ead 


missiles financed by the PEMA appropriation). 


| MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY (MPA) 


This appropriation finances the pay and allowances of Army 


personnel on active duty and of cadets enrolled at West Point and 


provides for subsisting enlisted personnel, When Army personne L 


are reassigned, MPA funds pay for their travel and the travel 


performed by their dependents, as well as the movement and commercial 


lOtyid, , Chap. 8, 
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storage of thelr property. MPA funds are also ised yior spay i: 
expenses incurred in apprehending deserters and escaped military 
prisoners, intemest on soldiers deposits sand, death Sratureres 


Jey 


to beneficiaries of atl Army members. 


OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY (06, A) 


The day-to-day operations of the active Army are financed by 
the Operations and Maintenance Appropriation, In addition, this 
appropriation provides funds for maintaining and operating facilities 
Chitwame used for recruleing, Craining, administer imewsancaesuppomein: 
these forces; and for maintaining a mobilization base for emergencies 
Or war. 

While the categories included in the appropriations we have 
previously examined combine into a relatively homogenous unit to 
achieve a singular objective such as paying personnel, buying 
Squtpmenet, conducting research or Constructing —facrwere tece the 
categories in the O&M,A appropriation are complex and heterogeneous. 
An awareness of these unique characteristics is provided by the 
language typically used by Congress in specifying the purposes for 
which this appropriation is enacted: '8 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, necessary for 


the operation and maintenance of the Army, including 
administration; medical and dental care of personnel 


lL? thid, , Civapereo 

L8The Budget of the United States Government for the Fiscal 
Year Ending June 30; 1964: °U.S. Government Primging Office, 
Washington, Dee. 
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entitled thereto by Law or regulation (ineluding charges 
of private faellities for care Ol ee iy sens ome 
on duty or Leave, except elective private treatment) , 
and other measures necessary to protect the health of 
the Army; care of the dead; chaplaimeeerivit re. 
awards and medals; welfare and recreation; recruiting 
expenses; transportation services; communication 
services; maps and similar data For military purposes; 
military surveys and engineering planning; contracts 
for maintenance of reserve tools and facilities for 
twelve months beginning at any time during the current 
Eiscal year; repatr of facilities; )hipemotepasstnpern 
motor vehicles; tuition and fees incident to training 
Oleminlitary personnel at civilvlane inst temerome sete 
exercises and maneuvers, including payments in advance 
for rentals or options to rent Land; expenses for 
Reserve Officers Training Corps and other mrs at 
educational institutions, as authorized by law; not 

to exceed $4,500,000 for emergencies and extraordinary 
expenses, to be expended on the approval or authority 
of the Secretary of the Army and payments may be made 
on his certificate of necessity for confidential mili- 
tary purposes and his determination shall be final and 
conclusive upon the accounting offices of the govern- 
ment, $3,395,200,000 of which not less than $239,000,000 
shall be available only for the maintenance of real 
property Facilities. 


Because of the O&,A appropriation's lack of homogeneity, 
Congress limits the amounts that may be spent for each category 
within this appropriation. As a result, separate amounts are 
speciitved for operating forces; training Sclivities eccnera scupply 
activities; major overhaul and maintenance of materiel; medical 


acElyities; and all other Army=wide activities, 
THE RELEASE OF SPENDING AUTHORITY FOR EXECUTING APPROVED PROGRAMS 


Although approximately one year of continuing effort is devoted 
to reer er and justifying the Army's financial estimates that 
are included in the President's Budget, the Army is required to 
update and rejustify its estimates to OSD and the Bureau of the 
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Budget before it is granted authority to spend monies that Congress 
appropriates for its use. The actions relating to this requirement 
usually commence a short time after the President's Budget is sub- 
mitted to Congress in early January; and, they are essentially 
completed in the latter part of May when the updated estimates are 
rejustified during formal budget hearings. Fundamentally, the 
objectives expected to be achieved by these actions are to insure 
that maximum benefit is derived from the monies appropriated by 
Congress, and that these monies are spent for approved programs 
unless there are valid justifications for diverting them to finance 


1S 
other requirements, 


NEED FOR REJUSTIFYING BUDGET ESTIMATES*9% 


The need for updating and rejustifying the Army's budget 
estimates can be placed into perspective by turning our attention 
Deterly to each appropriation. For the MCAvapprepriaeton. thence. 
relatively Little need to reexamine all construction projects before 
monies are released (i.e. apportioned) since each project has been 
clearly defined and its requirement and expected cost have been well 
established by the regular budgetary process. Similarly, unless 


there is to be a substantial change in the number of Army personnel 


LJ army Regulativons Now 37-15.) ope UG. pe ae 

OThe discussion under this title is based on the writer's 
experience on the Army Staft and in the Army Materiel Command during 
the period December, 1960 thru June 1965. The discussion also 
reflects the consensus of key personnel in the Department of the 


Army interviewed by the wrlter. 
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on duty during the budget year than intttally predicted ya sun 
personnel are to be assigned throughout@tne wort ss 1 ei eel ene 
varLanee Lrom carlier plans, there Ws ebabively (ie tee eae ee 
date and rejustify estimates for the MPA appropr tabron. se ieeeene 
PEMA and RDT&E ,A appropriations, however. (iene masa smu eee eens 
need because of the nature of the work their monies respectively 
JOU qener ere 

More specifically, for the RDIGE,A approperaeron Ghee. imac 
reflected in the President's Budget for individual research and 
development projects, amd their inc luded@tasks > ar@ ac boson, 
order of magnitude projeetions that are based upon the best judg- 
ment that can be exercised at the time of their development. Since 
this judgment must be based upon the state of the art and the status 
of each project at that time, the estimates will have to be changed 
te unkoreseen problems are encountered or Wexpcetedsitealttniog eins 
are achieved. When Gither of these unaneremyaeedsevenc. soc cur ma 
project may be able to be completed on an accelerated basis, or it 
may have to be cancelled or conducted over a greater period of time 
at an excessive cost. Also, depending upon the nature of the pro- 
ject, a decision may be made to terminate effort at once because of 
political, cconomic or other Cons \de@maetons 

Like the RDT&E,A appropriation, estimates included in the 
President's Budget for the numerous weapons and items of matericl! 
to be £Linanced by the PEMA appropriation are a lso order of maynitude 
and aresbaged on the besbe jldemenme vite lh eqn oneetmedzsc die -ub ithe 


time the estimates are developed. Although preetse quale l Gres atid 
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unit costs can often be established for these items, the projected 
costs may have to be revised prior to appertionmen® dependen supen 
the economic situation that is expected to pertain when procurement 
Contracts are negotiated with industry ses Ihe prescrtbedmqmammmenra. 
may have to be changed for many reasons. For example, to cite but 

a few of these reasons, the requirement for an item may change 
because of the international situation, or because of a breakthrough 
in technology which will cause the item to become obsolete. Further, 
in those instances where PEMA cstimates include amounts for items in 
the final stage of development that are expected to be standardized 
for procurement during the budget year, the requirement may change 
peieche LECm 1s Nobestandardized as scheduled: 

Because of the fact that the O&M,A appropriation finances a 
host of unrelated heterogeneous activities which constitute the 
Army's dynamic day-to-day operations, and because the vast Tei Otealey 
ofthese activites cannot be précisely evaluated sine eerms eon sumits 
costs and quantitics of work, there is little need to elaborate 
why the estimates need to be updated and re justified. 

Regardless of the Army's effectiveness in justifying its budget 
Sstimateses history wmdicates thal Enere aise 2010 10cm ames tena 
the initial amounts released for spending to the Army wiltl be totals 
that the Army is ultimately authorized to spend during the budget 
year. In addition two the rcasons cited above, the principal reason 
is that higher authorities withhold amounts at the beginning of the 
fiscal year whieh they peble vc Tarte: been fully justified and 
these amounts are later released when appropriate justifications are 
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presented during the budget year or when it ts necessary to finance 


unant LeLpated, high prlority requivemen ase 
SUMMARY 


In this chapter we have discussed the budgeting process and we 
have examined the four fundamental events in the precess that take 
place at the highest Levels of government. During these examinations, 
we have dealt with the procedures For ine Luding eseimaecosmieenc 
Five Year Program and we have reviewed the manner in which they are 
revised during subsequent reviews directed by the Seeretary of 
Defense, Congress, and the Director of the Budget. We have also 
@iseussed the five major appropriations which i inance the yackive 
pulnye Ot particular significance, one fact coureadily vappagenu 
from the data in Tables Number 6 and 7 -- even though estimates for 
a separate program may be included in the Five Year Program, there 
is no assurance that those estimates will actually result in funds 
being provided to the Army. While, indeed, there may be no arbi- 
trary budget ceilings, there most certainly is a limit on the 
amounts that may be spent for defense. As stated by Mr. Hitch 
while he was serving as Assistant Secretary of Defense, Comptroller: 

2. » when I say we have eliminated Ehe use of arbitrary 

budget ceiling in formulating the defense budget, I do 

not mean to imply that there are no constraints whatsoever 

on the size of the Defense Budget at any particular time 

and under any particular set of circumstances. Certainly, 

if the international situation worsens, the value of an 

additional increment would be relatively greater than 

before in relation to the other needs and concerns of the 


United States Government, But all too many people interpret 
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'no arbitrary budget ceilings' to mean no limits on 


Posources, wand RLS can never be - in peace or in war, 
here or abroad. 
Let us turn at this time to the next chapter, where we shall 


deal specifically with the programming controversy and the question 


LOG CeSCUrel), 


loperations Research, Plans, Programs and Budgets in the 
Department of Detense, Vol. ls Jan.=reb., 190358 pe. or 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAMMING CONTROVERSY 


As stated earlier in this study, the proponents of a separate 
program for limited war believe that the program will assist the 
Army in obtaining greater resources for carrying out its mission. 
Further, they believe that it will preclude resources from being 
diverted from approved programs to cope with emergencies as they 
have in the past. . To deal with these contentions, let us raise 
four basic questions: 

1. What forces are required for limited war?; 
2. Should forces be identified solely for Limited war?; 
3.' To what extent should current programs be modified?; 


aid. 


4, What is the probability of additional resources being 


made available to the Army? 


WHAT FORCES ARE REQUIRED FOR LIMITED WAR? 


Irrespective of whether the spectrum of limited war is defined 
as set forth in the preceding chapter or is limited to conflicts of 
lower intensity, the answer to this basic question provides the 
catalyst essential to establishing a separate program for limited 
war. Until these forces are determined there is no meaningful basis 


for modifying current programs or for recommending that the Army be 


provided with additional resources. 


47 





To be sure, there are many variables and uncertainties that 
must be evaluated in making this determination. To mention but a 
few. we may cite the nature of the threats in various parts of 
the world as they relate to our national objectives and strategy; 
the capabilities of unfriendly nations to pursue insurgency and 
limited war type aggression; and the climate, terrain, and other 
geopraphical factors that are peculiar to each area involved. We 
may also cite the types of weapons and logistical support that would 
be required by Army forces in each area; for, most likely, they 
would be different. In this regard, we need only to refer to the 
helicopters that have had such an important role in Korea and 
Vietnam. These aircraft would be relatively useless in a conflict 
where the enemy enjoys a competent air capability or anti-aircraft 
defense, 

In general, adequate intelligence data are available for deal- 
ing with the preceding. And, indeed, they are used in determining 
the composition of the General Purpose Forces identified in Program 
III whose missions include but are not restricted to limited war. 
Neeeere leew, these data cannot be meaningfully employed for deter- 
mining the forces required solely for limited war until the boundary 
between limited war and general war is specifically defined. The 
point 1S Significant, for 1f Separate foreesuancmuesrc programmed 
for limited war and justified accordingly, there needs to be a basis 
for determining when a conflict escalates to general war so that 
limited war forces can be withdrawn (or replaced) and used for their 


intended purpose. 
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During recent discussions with key personnel at the decision- 
making level within the Department of the Army, the writer learned 
that this boundary had not been defined. And, he gained the 
impression that a meaningful definition would probably not be forth- 
coming in the near future. Without this definitton there as no 
basis for answering the basic question we have just discussed; and, 
no useful purpose would be served by examining the different types 
of forces previously used in dealing with emergencies of varying 
magnitudes and duration. To continue this study, however, we shall 
assume that, in time, the forces required solely for limited war can 


probably be determined; and, we shall proceed to the next question. 
SHOULD FORCES BE IDENTIFIED SOLELY FOR LIMITED WAR? 


An affirmative response to this question would be made by those 
individuals who advocate such a program. For they contend that this 
identification would reflect to higher authorities the magnitude of 
forces engaged in particular conflicts and the resources required 
for their support. While the objectives to be achieved by this 
contention are meritorious, questions may be raised as to whether 
a separate program 1s Gheoaly way limited war requirements can be 
placed in focus, and whether the Army can afford to pay the price 
for this convenience, 

By recognizing the marvels of modern communications and the 
civilian constraints upon the military services, there is no need 
to dwell on the ‘ability of the Army and higher authorities to be 
informed regarding forces involved in any conflict. By further 
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recognizing that the increased costs generated by all past 
emergencies have been identified by means of the reporting pre- 
scribed by the Army's 'Financial Plan for Emergency Conditions" 
and other pertinent directives, there is every reason to believe 
that similar costs can be accumulated in the future. At present, 
persons with OSD and the Department of the Army who require this 
information indicate that pertinent data regarding Vietnam are 
being accumulated to their satisfaction. Whether these data will 
generate approval for additional resources is a matter for con- 
jecture. However, we shall consider the probability of additional 
resources being provided when we examine the final question, 

Of more fundamental importance in considering whether forces 
should be identified solely for limited war are the risks the Army 
would face as a result of such action, In Chapter 2 we noted that 
the Army's General Purpose Forces provide capabilities for responding 
to wars of varying intensity and that certain of these forces would 
be the principal candidates for inclusion in a separate program for 
Limited war. As long as all of these forces remain in Program III 
they can be employed as appropriate to meet any situation. Once 
any of the forces are identified solely for limited war, however, 
their use is technically restricted and the Army loses flexibility 
in responding to emergencies. 

Since higher authorities can be expected to authorize future 
Army forces based upon factors that are essentially the same as 
those now considered, it is unlikely that a separate program for 
limited war would enable the Army to obtain a greater authorization, 
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On the contrary, if separate forces are designated for limited war, 
they are likely to be evaluated more critically by higher authorities 
than they would be if they remained in Program III. This likelihood 
is very real due to the difficulty involved in defining the threat 

of limited wars and the probability that they will occur. Thus, 
there is a risk that these evaluations could result in reductions 

in Army forces if conclusions were reached Chat the numbers designated 
for limited war were overstated. Even if these reductions are not | 
made, however, the consequences of not accurately determining the 
forces to be used solely for limited war are readily apparent, [If 
too many forces are identified, some would have to be used to deal 
with other threats, Lf too few are identified, jeney weuldahaveues 
be augmented by the forces remaining in Program III, 

These consequences are not necessarily serious since forces in 
any program are available eer other purposes if required. However, 
in view of the time consuming effort required to make program adjust- 
ments which we noted in Chapter 3, the consequences would burden the 
Army with needless administration in making program adjustments if 


forces are identified solely for limited war, 
TO WHAT EXTENT SHOULD CURRENT PROGRAMS BE MODIFIED? 


Lf a separate program is established for Limited War, our 
analysis in Chapter 2 indicates that certar sonecomourtont ly 
Pent it Led in Beer Iii - General Purpose Poreeseand in Program 
VIL - General Support are the principalmeandidatesete be ine luded, 
Ase. Our Are Lustig inallioz tee that certain projects which are oriented 
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primarily to limited war in Program VI - Research and Development 
could be accorded similar treatment. For all other programs, we 
were able to establish that they should remain unchanged. 

In view of our previous discussions, we may conclude that 
Programs III and VII should be modified to delete forces that are 
selected for the separate program. However, because of the fact 
that Program VI in the "Five Year Program'' includes all of the 
research and development activities of the Army as well as those 
of the other services, the writer believes that the identification 
of certain Army projects with a Separate program for limited war 
has little merit. 

During recent discussions with individuals charged with managing 
over ninety percent of the Army's research effort, the writer 
established to his satisfaction that relatively few (probably less 
than five percent) of the total projects managed are peculiar only 
to limited war. However, he also established to his satisfaction 
that there is no general oes eniene on the projects that should merit 
this distinction because of the requirements being generated in 
Vietnam. In this regard, projects not previously considered peculiar 
to limited war are being modified to deal with specific problems 
pertinent to this Son fillek: 

In view of the preceding and the general complexity of research 
and development activities which we previously discussed, the writer 
believes that Program VI should continue to be managed as it is at 
present; and, that it should not be modified to identify specific 
projects with a separate program for limited war. 


2) 





WHAT IS THE PROBABILITY OF ADDITIONAL RESOURCES 
BEING MADE AVAILABLE TO THE ARMY? 

As indicated in Chapter 3 and more specifically in Table /7, 
the resources appropriated for the Army during Fiscal Years 1962 
thru 1964 remained essentially the same in all appropriations. 
During the past two years, although there have been significant 
increases in three appropriations, the total appropriated has been 
a lesser amount, To be sure, there are pertinent reasons to explain 
the changes such as pay raises for military and civilian personnel, 
reduced procurements of missiles and sophisticated weaponry, and 
the increased construction and operational costs associated with 
Vietnam, However, when one reflects upon the reductions that have 
been made in the Army's estimates (Tables 5 and 6), it is apparent 
that the Army's stated requirements exceed the amounts that will be 
made available within current budget limitations. To Support this 
observation, we may note in Table 8 that the total spending 
Pechovity for national defense has approximated $50 billion per 
wear since™l9o2. 

In view of the preceding discussion, we may reasonably conclude 
that the Army will not be provided additional resources unless 
additional forces are authorized or there is a significant escalation 
in current hostilities. Since a separate program for limited war 
is mall thee lly to justify an increase in Army pone for reasons 
previously cited, there is no probability the program will generate 


additional resources. 
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, TABLE 8 


. NEW SPENDING AUTHORIZED FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE 
. ($ in Billions) 


LSsca Years 





| PoGo2 1963 1965 1966 
Major Military Programs Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate 
Strategic Retaliatory Forces $ 4.5 
Continental Air & Missile 
Defense Forces 13 
General Purpose Forces 19.0 
Airlift and Sealift Forces 6 
Reserve Forces 2.0 
Research & Development 
(not included elsewhere) 5.4 
General Support 1s fs 
Retired Pay | 1.5 
Total Obligational Avail 50.5 
of which: : 
New Spending Authority 47.4 
S41 


Prior Year Fund 





Budget FY 66 DOD Extract p.5/7 
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Before we respond to the research question based on the answer 


to the previous questions, let us deal briefly with the concern 


expressed by individuals regarding the need for resources to be 


diverted to support emergencies, 


FINANCING EMERGENCIES 


Although emergencies may generate costs that have not been 


provided for, these costs are likely to be small except for those 


relating to daily operations. To explain this statement let us 


refer to the major appropriations we examined in Chapter 3, 

Since the Military Personnel, Army appropriation provides for 
the pay and allowances of all active duty personnel, additional funds 
are not required when emergencies occur unless there is an increase 
in Army forces. However, since this appropriation also pays for 
moving personnel to overseas areas and to permanent assignments 
within the United States, additional funds are required when emer- 
gencies generate costs in excess of those normally incurred. 

While emergencies often generate construction requirements 
which have not been provided for by the Military Construction, Army 
appropriation, there is little opportunity for funds to be diverted 


from approved projects. As we noted imeGhapter 2) construction 


projects routinely require prior approval by the Congress before 


funds are appropriated for each project. Since most construction 


is accomplished by civilian firms, Eh@re 1s =reElenepportunity to 


divert funds once they have been cited on contracts, In those 
instances when funds can be diverted and such action is taken, 
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Congress must be specifically advised of all the circumstances 
involved. 

Since emergencies of short duration do not ordinarily provide 
a need for new research or the acceleration of action on approved 
projects, there are usually no additional requirements for RDT&E,A 
funds. For emergencies of prolonged duration which cause research 
to be initiated or accelerated to develop or modify materiel, for 
example, low priority projects may be curtailed or eliminated if 
funds are not otherwise available. 

With regard to the PEMA appropriation, emergencies do not 
usually generate requirements for hardware which can be procured 
for immediate delivery. Because of the high cost of hardware items 
and the production time involved, requirements generated by emer- 
gencies are usually financed by supplemental appropriations if they 
cannot be deferred for the next annual budget. 

Unlike the preceding appropriations, the O&M,A appropriation 
finances activities where costs are significantly increased when 
emergencies occur. This difference stems from the fact that its 
funds are used primarily to pay civilian personnel, to purchase 
supplies and equipment, and to cover transportation charges, During 
emergencies, there are increased requirements for all of these 
factors; and, costs are financed to the maximum possible extent by 
diverting funds from lowest priority projects such as the maintenance 
OL Praceliutiess 

The extent to which available resources within any appropriation 
are to be used to finance emergencies is largely determined by the 
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Secretary of Defense. If, in his judgment, these resources should 
not be used, he may request Congress to enact supplemental appro- 
priations or he may employ specific authorities that Congress has 
granted him for dealing with emergencies. In this regard, the 
provisions of the "Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 
permit the Secretary to incur costs prior to funds being appropriated 
for airborne alerts or for supporting increases in military personnel. 
In addition, this act authorizes the Secretary to transfer funds 
between appropriations up to $200,000, 000, Nee Vie “deems. Be 
vital to the security of the United States and in the national 
interest to further improve the readiness of the Armed Forces. . . we 
In view of the manner the Secretary carefully evaluates mili- 
tary requirements in developing the President's Budget, which we 
examined in Chapter 3, there is reason to believe that he exercises 
similar judgment in considering the impacts of emergencies before he 
pursues any of the alternatives cited in the preceding paragraph. 
During the Berlin crisis, however, the Secretary requested supple- 
mental appropriations to finance costs that could not be absorbed 


within available resources. * He also used his authority to incur 


costs, prior to monies being appropriated, for the additional forces 


¢Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1966, Section 612, 
29 SE Jose 


Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1966, Section 636, 
29 sc 1965. 


Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1961, Public Law 87-14, 
Sl Mar. 961. 
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that were brought on active duty.> During the Cuban emergency, 
the Secretary transferred funds among appropriations to finance 
the increased costs of day-to-day operations and to support military 
personnel, © In the final months of the past fiscal year, supple- 
mental appropriations were obtained for financing the escalation in 
Vietnam, 

When consideration is given to the authorities available to 
the Secretary of Defense for dealing with emergencies, and to the 
extent they have been used in the past, there is sufficient evidence 
to conclude that future emergencies will be financed accordingly. 
There is also sufficient evidence to conclude that a separate pro- 
gram for limited war would not change this situation. With this 


observation, let us now answer the question for research. 
SHOULD LIMITED WAR BE PROGRAMMED SEPARATELY? 


In answering the questions presented at the beginning of this 
chapter, and in examining how emergencies are likely to be financed 
in the future, we have reached several conclusions that are signif- 
icant for dealing with the question for research: 

l. There is no meaningful basis for defining the parameters 


of limited war or for determing the forces required for its pursuit; 


"Writer's discussions with key personnel at the decisionmaking 
Boe at hin the Office, Secretary of Defense, 10 Dec. 1965. 
Ibid. 


“Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriation, Public Law 


89-18, 7 May 1965. 
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2. If separate forces are designated for limited war, there 
is a risk that their more eritical evaluation by higher authorities 
could result in army forces being reduced since the threat of limited 
wars is hard to define and it is dqdifftceulesto predvet thespmepapi1liey. 
of there occurrence. 

3. The designation of separate forces for Limited war 
technically restricts their use and impairs the Army's flexibility 
in responding to other threats; 

a The difficulty in distinguishing accurately between 
forces required for Limited war and those required for general 
purposes will probably result in time consuming adjustments being 
made in their respective programs which will place an unnecessary 
burden the Army; and, 

5. The resources made available to the Army are not .likely 
to be increased just because a separate program is established for 
Limited war because their magnitude is determined principally by 
economic, political and other considerations examined in Chapter 3. 

Since it is evident from these conclusions that the Army would 
not benefit by a separate program for limited war, we shall answer 
the research question by responding in the negative. In taking this 
Position Grewwenter believes that should 1c bemnecescary suo) focus 
attention on Limited war requirements, this objective can be achieved 


by spectpteatly identifying pertinent activities within the spectrum 


of "The Five Year Program." 
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APPENDIX I 


SELECTED CATEGORIES INCLUDED IN PROGRAM VI - 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AND THEIR RESPECTIVE ELEMENTS 


EXPLORATORY DEVELOPMENT 


Communications 

Surveillance and Target Acquisition 
Intelligence and Counterintelligence 

Air Mobility 

Surface Mobility Studies 

Surface Mobility Components and Techniques 
Electronics and Electronic Devices 
Chemical and Biological Weapons and Defense 
‘Nuclear Investigations 

Missiles 

Studies and Analyses 

Mapping and Geodesy 

Firepower Other Than Missiles 

Combat Support 

Materials 

Human Factors 

Environment 

Limited War Laboratory 


ADVANCED DEVELOPMENTS 


Operational Evaluation V/STOL Concepts 

ZMAR - Sprint Hard Point Defense 

Helicopter, Heavy Lift 

Research Helicopters 

New Surveillance, Aircraft 

Anti-Tank Weapons Systems 

Command Control Center 

DOD Communications Satellite Ground Environment 


ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT 


Strategic Communications 

Tactical Communications 

Communications Security Equipment and Techniques 
Communications Switching 

Automatic Data Processing System 
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Tactical ADPS Equipment 

Tactical Applications of ADPS 

Combat Surveillance and Target Acquisition 
Aerial Combat Surveillance Equipment 
Unmanned Aerial Surveillance Systems 
Ground Based Surveillance Systems 
Nuclear Surveillance and Survey 

Signal Support of Intelligence Operations 
Image Interpretation Systems 
Communications - Electronics - General 
Avionics 

IFF Equipment 

Support Developments for Communications 
Electronic Warfare 

Signal Intelligence 

Signal Intelligence Systems 

Air Mobility 

Light Observation Helicopter 
Suppressive Fire Systems, Aircraft 
Weapons Helicopter 

Engines, Aircraft 

Supporting Developments, Air Mobility 
Tactical@ beans pomersircralt 
Surface-to-Surface Missiles 
Surface-to-Air Missiles 

Firepower Other than Missiles 

Surface Mobility 

Combat Support 

Chemical/Biological Weapons and Defense 
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